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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-64 are presented for examination. 

2. The information disclosure statement submitted on 6/2/06 was not consider because the 
applicant fails to provide copy of each of the references listed in the information disclosure 
statement 37 CFR1.98. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC 101 
35 U.S. C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. Claim 22 is claims a computer program product comprising a 
tangible medium having computer readable code. This could be a piece of paper with written 
codes. Accordingly, it is a program per se, and not one of the categories of statutory subject . 
matter. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



5. Claims 1-20, 22-41, 43-62 and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Light et al, U.S. Patent 6,192,380 (hereinafter Light) in view of Quass et al, 
U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0083068 (hereinafter Quass). 

6. Light and Quass were cited in the previous office action. 

7. As per claims 1 and 22, Light teaches the invention substantially as claimed for a 
browser-based method for filling out an electronic form automatically without use of a stored 
map of said form, comprising the steps of: mapping said form by said browser based on analysis 
of at least one visible form elements proximate said at least one form field by analyzing text 
expressions of a page containing said form, said page comprising an untransformed HTML page, 
and populating said at least one form field by said browser with data retrieved according to said 
mapping in a format specified by said mapping without user intervention (abstract; col. 2, lines 
53-55; col. 3, lines 48-62; col. 4, lines 13-15). 
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8. Light did not teach configurable area of a page. Quass teaches analyzing text expressions 
within a configurable area of a page (page 5, parag. 54). 

9. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to combine the teachings of Light and Quass in order to enhance Light's automatic form fill-in 
method by identifying input element using the descriptive text. 

10. As per claim 43, Light teaches the invention substantially as claimed for a browser-based 
system for filling out an electronic form automatically without use of a stored map of said form, 
comprising: a browser; at least one data file; rules for mapping visible form elements to correct 
data from said file; and computer-readable code means for mapping said form by said browser 
based on analysis of at least one visible form element proximate said at least one form field by 
analyzing text expressions of a page containing said form, said page comprising an 
untransformed HTML page, and populating said at least one form field by said browser with data 
retrieved according to said mapping in a format specified by said mapping without user 
intervention; wherein said code is executable on a client running said browser, and wherein said 
rules and said code are stored on said client (abstract; col. 2, lines 53-55; col. 3, lines 48-62; col. 
4, lines 13-15). 

1 1 . Light did not teach configurable area of a page. Quass teaches analyzing text expressions 
within a configurable area of a page (page 5, parag. 54). 
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12. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to combine the teachings of Light and Quass in order to enhance Light's automatic form fill-in 
method by identifying input element using the descriptive text. 

13. As to claims 2, 23, and 44, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1, 22, 
and 43 above. In addition, Light discloses identifying fields based on analysis of visible field 
labels proximate said at least one field, when said labels are present (col. 3, Lines 48-62, and col. 
5, Lines 55-60). Light does not disclose evaluating user visible display format hints proximate 
said fields to determine required display format. Quass, on the other hand, discloses evaluating 
user visible display format hints proximate said fields to determine required display format 
(((0052)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

14. As to claims 3, 24, and 45, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 2, 23 
and 44 above. In addition, Light discloses traversing page elements in a first sequence (inherent 
in col. 3, Line 48). 

15. As to claims 4, 25, and 46, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 24 
and 45 above. In addition, Quass discloses if a field is positioned in a table cell, analyzing text 
expressions in adjacent cells, analyzing a text expression within a predetermined number of 
words and in at Yeast one predetermined direction from said fields, based oil page coordinates, 
examining said page in general vicinity of the field in all directions from the field and analyzing 
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text expression closest to said field, and disregarding text expressions embedded within 
parentheses or quotation marks ((0054)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same 
reason as claim 1 above. 

16. As to claims 5, 26, and 47, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 4, 25, 
and 46 above. In addition, Light and Quass discloses comparing the analyzed text expressions 
with entries in a field Label dictionary to find closest match with a metadata expression, wherein 
said field is mapped to correct metadata (Light, col. 3, lines 60-62, col. 5, Lines 61-65, Quass, 
(0014)). 

17. As to claim 6, 7, 27, 28, 48, and 49, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 
3, 24 and 45 above. In addition, Quass discloses mapping the field according to context when the 
field lacks a visible field Label by identifying mapping of at Yeast one field preceding a current 
field in said first sequence, and mapping said current field based on said mapping of said 
preceding field (:0052) and 10054)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason 
as claim 1 above. 

18. As to claims 8, 29, and 50, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 24 
and 45 above. In addition, Light discloses mapping the field based on analysis of a programmatic 
field name when a field lacks a visible field label (col. 3, Lines 3-5,48-65). 
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19. As to claims 9, 30, and 5 1, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 24 
and 45 above. In addition, Light discloses when a field lacks a visible field Label, comparing the 
field's default value with entries in a field label dictionary to find closest match with a metadata 
expression, wherein said field is mapped to correct metadata (col 3, lines 60-62 and col. 5, Lines 
61-65). 

20. As to claim 10, 3 1, and 52, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 24 
and 45 above. In addition, Quass discloses if a field is a select field, comparing selection options 
with entries in a field Label dictionary to find closest match with a metadata expression, wherein 
said field is mapped to correct metadata ((0037), and Fig. 3). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and 
Quass for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

21. As to claims 1 1, 32, and 53, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 24 
and 45 above. In addition, Quass discloses for sets of radio buttons, creating a new object for 
each set ((0042), (0044), and (0056)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason 
as claim 1 above. 

22. As to claims 12, 15, 33, 36, 54, and 57, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as 
claims 3 and 24 above. In addition, Quass discloses identifying block type, wherein a block 
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comprises a plurality of related fields ((0014)). Moreover, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention that a set of form fields as classified by Quass would 
constitute related field such as billing address; shipping address; credit card information; and 
email address. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

23. As to claims 13, 34, and 55, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 12, 33 
and 54 above. In addition, Quass discloses comparing programmatic field name of at Yeast a 
current field with arrays of metadata expressions for each block type; comparing visible form 
elements for at Yeast said current field with arrays of metadata expressions for each block type; 
and where said current field occupies a table cell, analyzing text expressions at least from first 
cell of said table to cell occupied by said current field ((0010), (0014), (0016), and (0054)). It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

24. As to claims 14, 35, and 56, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 13, 34 
and 55 above. In addition, Quass discloses when a close match is found, mapping said field to 
said block type ((0037), and Fig. 3). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason 
as claim 1 above. 
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25. As to claims 16, 37, and 58, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 2, 23 
and 44 above. In addition, Quass discloses traversing form elements in a second sequence, said 
second sequence a reverse of a first sequence, identifying mapping of at Yeast a field following a 
current field in said second sequence; and mapping said current field based on said mapping of 
said following field ((0054)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as 
claim 1 above. 

26. As to claims 17, 38 and 59, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 2, 23 
and 44 above. In addition, Quass discloses traversing form elements in a first sequence; 
analyzing a visible display format hint proximate a field; comparing said analyzed display format 
hint with a dictionary of data entry prompts; mapping said field to a display format based on said 
comparison ((0052) and (0054)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as 
claim 1 above. 

27. As to claims 18, 39, and 60, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 17, 38 
and 59 above. In addition, Quass discloses any of concatenating; truncating and re-formatting 
said retrieved data according to said display format ((0052)). It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and 
Quass for the same reason as claim 1 above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/680,659 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2152 

28. As to claims 19, 40, and 61, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 17, 38 
and 59 above. In addition, Quass discloses for a field lacking a proximate visible display format 
hint, mapping current field to same display format of a preceding field if both fields are the same 
field type ((0052) and (0054)). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as 

. claim 1 above. 

29. As to claims 20, 41, and 62, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1, 22, 
and 43 above. In addition, Quass discloses identifying a form as a checkout form ((0012)). It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of Light and Quass for the same reason as claim 1 above. 

30. As to claim 64, the claim is rejected for the same reason as claim 43 above. In addition, 
both Light and Quass disclose a data file in a database used to map the form element. However, 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention that such a 
database may reside on either the client or on the server without affecting the functionality of the 
automatic form fill-in system. 

31. Claims 21, 42 and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Light and Quass in view of Hind et al, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2003/0135507 
(hereinafter Hind). 
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32. As per claims 21, 42 and 63, Light and Quass teach the invention substantially as claimed 
in claims 1, 22 and 43 above. Light and Quass did not explicitly teach masking confidential data 
from being displayed. Hind teaches masking confidential data from being displayed (page 1, 
parag. 6 and page 12, parag. 106). 

33. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
to combine the teachings of Light Quass and Hind in order to enhance the security of Light's and 
Quass's automatic form fill-in methods by masking passwords using strings of asterisks so that 
no one can see what the actual passwords are. 

34. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). A 
shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. Any inquiry 
concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be directed 
to Philip C Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-3967. The examiner can normally be 
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reached on 8 AM TO 5:30 PM Monday to Thursday and every other Friday. If attempts to reach 
the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit 
can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. Information regarding the status of an 
application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or 
Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



PL. 




